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Abstract 
 
This project will investigate the procedures of the UN and their bodies working on 
human rights when member states violate them. This will be done as a case study of 
Ethiopia and how the UN relates to them violating human rights. The philosophy of 
science applied will be positivist, testing hypothesis on the matter. The analysis is 
based on data from the UN and the Human Rights Watch, to be able to understand 
how, why, and what goes on in Ethiopia and the UN, and this be done utilising two 
theories, neo liberalism and neo realism.  
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Abbreviation 
 
CSO - law - The Civil Society Law  
UNHRC – The United Nations Human Rights Council 
UN – The United Nations 
IPE – International Political Economy 
AU – African Union 
EHRCO – The Ethiopian human rights council 
UNHCR - The United Nations Refugee agency 
NGO - non-governmental organization 
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1.0 Introduction & historical outline 
 
After the Second World War,  in 1945, the United Nations (the UN) was established 
by 51 states committed to world peace and security.  But there were more bullet 
points on the list than peace – namely how to reach it. This was through friendly 
interstate relations, social progress, better living standards and human rights. (UN, 
2014, (4)) It is the latter this project will evolve around.  
However, the UN was not the first place human rights were mentioned. 
Already in the enlightenment French and Englishmen were starting to think about 
implementing philosophical thoughts of the rights of the human being into different 
declarations. (Icelandic human rights centre, 2014) 
In 1946, a new commission was founded within the newly established UN – it 
was called the UN Commission on Human Rights. The Commission, shortly after, 
submitted a draft of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights to the UN General 
Assembly. The Assembly adopted the Declaration in Paris on the 10th of December 
1948. (Icelandic human rights centre, 2014) 
  
This was the start of the fights and struggles we see today where the UN works to 
enhance human rights all over the world, trying to hold governments responsible for 
violations, issuing reports and having meetings. However, today it is not the 
Commission that works on a day to day basis with human rights – it is the United 
Nations Human Rights Council – which was founded in 2006 to replace the 
Commission. (UN, 2004, (2)) The Council is made up by 47 member states, which 
are elected by the General Assembly for a period of three years. The member states 
are chosen based on geographical distribution. (UN, 2004, (2)) 
  
However, even though there is a council for human rights, it is charter-based, 
consequently resulting in there being no binding treaties, no official way to punish or 
scrutinize. (UNHRC, 2014) 
 
Besides the Council, there is a UN Committee of Human Rights as well. This 
committee is compiled by independent experts, demanding a report on the 
conditions of human rights and  how they are being implemented by every state 
parties, every fourth year. Each report will be examined and then sent back with 
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recommendations, in the form of ‘concluding observations’. (UN, 2014, (3)) This is 
the working method of the Committee, however the cooperation is treaty based, and 
not charter-based, meaning that the member states have signed a covenant that are 
binding. On the matter of freedom of speech member states have signed that: ‘States 
parties to guarantee the right of freedom of expression, including the right to seek, 
receive and import information of all kinds regardless of frontiers’. (UN, 2014, (5))  
The covenant on human rights, the treaty on which the Committee is based, 
was first signed in 1966, and later again when a big amount of states became 
members in 1976. (UN, 2014, (3))  The covenant entails basic human rights as 
freedom of speech, gender equality and the inherent right to life. (UN, 2014, (3)) A 
covenant becomes legally binding when states ratify  the treaty (Slotte, Scheinin, 
2011) 
 
Looking at the different bodies in the UN working with human rights, it can be seen 
as the Council is set up to be the body or the forum that should empower to prevent 
violations of the human rights, as well as protect the vulnerables, and expose those 
who violates the human rights. The Committee on the other hand are the body that is 
set out to let members states know where and what they are doing wrong, where they 
violate the human rights. (UN, 2014 (6)) 
 
Meanwhile the UN Council on Human Rights and the Committee were doing their 
job, a number of non-governmental organizations (NGOs) on the matter rose as 
counteract to the work being done around the world. One of these NGOs is the 
Human Rights Watch, starting as the Helsinki Watch in 1978, monitoring the Soviet 
Union and their violations of the human rights. (Human Rights Watch, 2014 (2)) 
More and more ‘Watches’ came to the surface and in 1988 the organization became 
what is today known as the Human Rights Watch. It started the 1990s with 
reportings of the Persian Gulf war and the genocide happening in South-East 
Europe. Their reportings are done by applying a research methodology encapsulating 
different aspects as economics, social and cultural rights, statistical research, 
photography, data analysis, and on the ground-fact-finding. (Human Rights Watch, 
2014 (2)) 
 
 8 
In the next chapter – Problem Area – we will present a case where both the UN and 
the Human Rights Watch are present in documenting the violations of human rights. 
The specific case will be on Ethiopia and the violation of freedom of speech. 
  
1.1 Problem Area 
 
As can be seen from the introduction human rights are dealt with in numerous of 
ways, both NGOs and the UN are involved, as well as others. 
  
Within the UN, when states are elected for the Human Rights Council the General 
Assembly “[…] takes into account the candidate States’ contribution to the promotion 
and protection of human rights, as well as their voluntary pledges and commitments 
in this regard”. (UN, 2014) 
  
This opens up for an interesting debate. In 1994 the UN Human Rights Committee 
asked the Ethiopian government for a report on the conditions for human rights in 
Ethiopia and how the human rights were being implemented, as it does with every 
state every fourth year. (UN, 2011) The report was not submitted until 2011. 
However, it is stated in the Committees working methods that when a state party 
does not submit their report in time, the Committee will investigate the country on 
its own. (UN, 2014, (3)) The same methods are used by the Council; they can visit the 
state that violates the human rights in order for them to analyse the situation of 
violated human rights. However, in order to for the Council and Committee to go 
visit a given state, the state needs to accept the invitation. If the state declines, then 
no further investigation can proceed. (UN, 2014, (7)) 
Though the UN, and NGOs, like the Human Rights Watch, in their annual 
reports, made it clear that Ethiopia was not a place where the human rights were 
flourishing, or given ground to do so, Ethiopia was granted membership of the UN 
Human Rights Council in 2012 and has the seat until 2015. (UN, 2014 (2)) (Human 
Rights Watch, 2014 (1)) 
 
The scenario in Ethiopia seems to be opposite of what is expected from a member of 
UNHRC in terms of complying with the human rights, and its contribution to 
promote and protect them. 
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But why choose Ethiopia? As a less significant state compared to China, we found 
that it was a greater example of the dynamic within the UN in the pursuit of 
implementing human rights around the globe. Moreover the case of Ethiopia is quite 
severe; for instance, the Ethiopian government introduced increased restrictions on 
freedom of expression, assembly and association organizing a range of measures to 
clamp down dissidents since the election in 2005. (Human rights watch, 2013) The 
results of this election was arresting and detaining political opposition figures, as 
well as journalists and other independent voices, and applying laws that strictly 
restricts independent human rights monitoring agencies and press freedom. (Gadaa, 
2014) A big Ethiopian population lives in fear caused by the widespread violation of 
freedom of expression, as they are not able to voice their opinion in their own 
country. (All Africa, 2013)  
In addition to the governments widespread and persistent harassment and 
threats in the general population, it also has severe consequences for civil society 
activists, journalists and other people, who states any issues or expressions critical of 
government policies.  (Gadaa, 2014) 
 
Both the UN Human Rights Committee and the Human Rights Watch observed the 
same, as a new law, called the Civil Society Law (CSO)  in 2009 minimised, the 
possibility of freedom of speech and assembly, mainly coming down hard on the 
NGOs and the civil society in restricting their space, both physically and vocally, 
forcing them to intensely scale-down operations. (Human Rights Watch, 2014), (UN, 
2011) Human rights activities got their mandates removed and a number of 
organizations were shut down. Within the last decade, the environment has been 
equally hostile for independent media: more journalists have fleet Ethiopia than any 
other country in the world because of threats and pressure. (Human rights Watch, 
2013) Threats have caused some of the country’s most influential and experienced 
human rights activists to leave. (Human rights Watch, 2013) 
  
But how does the UN proceed in cases of human right violations by member states, 
and why? That is what this project will focus on. 
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1.2 Problem statement 
 
When looking at Ethiopia, as a case, how does the UN proceed in case of Human 
Rights violations and why? 
  
1.3 Hypotheses 
 
1) Ethiopia complies with the human rights, because they are a member of the UN 
Human Rights Council 
  
2) The UNHRC and the Committee of Human Rights uses sanctions against member 
states that violates human rights, because that will stop the given state from doing so 
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2.0 Methodology 
 
In this section we will account for our methodology. It will introduce you to our data; 
analytical strategy; epistemological & ontological considerations; introduction to 
theories; delimitations & afterthought and end of with an  outline of  our  following 
chapters. 
  
2.1 Data: 
 
In this section we will account for our data and the collection thereof. 
 
Our analysis will be based on secondhand, qualitative data, found on the internet. 
The reason for using internet sources is that this enables us to get the most updated 
reports on the matter. Qualitative data is giving us the possibility of going a step 
deeper when wanting to analyse why the situation is as it is, and why the UN 
proceeds as it does. With deeper, we here mean that we will be able to test our 
hypothesis on a detailed background of information given in the two reports. 
Normally it is hard to justify the use of internet sources, since one has little or no 
knowledge of who exactly wrote it. However in this case the data firstly comes from 
the UN and their body of independent experts on the matter of human rights. 
Though we are aware that both the UN and the Committee compiled by experts may 
be biased in their reports and actions - this is  accounted for later. When it comes to 
the Human Rights Watch and their work, one has to take into account that they carry 
a political interest in the cases they put forward to the world. The risks of them being 
biased and what these bias might be and mean for the data, is accounted for later. 
  
The data we intent to use are mainly is a UN Human Rights Committee report, called 
the ‘International covenant on civil and political rights  - Concluding observations on 
Human Rights’, by The Human Rights Committee. (UN, 2011) The report points out 
where Ethiopia violates human rights and how the government should go about 
stopping it. The report is from the year of 2011 and consists of UN’s 
recommendations for the Ethiopian government on how they can improve and 
enhance human rights and the conditions for them. The purpose of using this data is 
to see what the UN Human Rights Committee does to member state when they 
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violate the human rights, in order for us to test our hypothesis’ and answer our 
problem statement. The main focus will be the violation of freedom of speech. We 
have chosen to focus on freedom of speech, as we see it as a one of the basic human 
rights, being able to express oneself and one’s opinion. In line with the UN, the 
UNHCR (United Nations Refugee Agency) have made a report ‘Global Appeal - 
Ethiopia’ in 2014 on refugees in Ethiopia. (UNHCR, 2014) This data will be used to 
look into the tasks that Ethiopia takes on, which might be relevant when looking at 
how the UN proceeds. 
         The other main source of data will be the Human Rights Watch report on 
Ethiopia and the violation of freedom of speech, which is more detailed than the 
Committee report. The report is from the year 2014, and is a report annually made. 
 
However we are aware that both reports have their biases. 
Firstly the UN Human Rights Committee report can be subject to bias as some 
incidences might be left out of the report as Ethiopia is a member of the Council of 
Human Rights until 2015. However, the  Committee is compiled by individual 
experts, heightening the credibility, in connection to not hiding anything for the UN 
on the matter of Ethiopia. Moreover Ethiopia's relationship with the U.S. might also 
have something to say (this relationship will be explained later on).  
Looking at the Human Rights Watch we are most certainly aware that they 
have a political aim advocating human rights. It will in this project be turned into an 
advantage using the Human Rights Committee report and the Human Rights Watch 
report to support one another, as the Human Rights Watch is indeed good at 
documenting what is going, but by holding it up against the report from the 
Committee it will enable us to correct or question both reports documentation. 
Moreover using the Human Rights Watch has the advantage that it is an independent 
organisation - it does not take funds from governments, and it is therefore not in a 
situation where it must cover up anything in order to please - it can name and shame 
as it likes,  as opposed to the UN, where multiple states are interacting, based on 
political-economic issues, making it more difficult to name and shame those who 
violates the human rights. (Human Rights Watch, 2014 (2)) Moreover bureaucracy is 
much more outspoken in larger institutions, as they have to go through many steps 
to act on anything.  In the UN e.g. they have the Security Council, through where 
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every physical action or intervention has to go through to be approved or 
disapproved. If it is disapproved the UN is paralyzed.  (UN, 2014, (8)) 
  
The UN data supports the Human Rights Watch data, as their report is a report on 
how the independent experts of the Committee of Human Rights think Ethiopia 
should act and how they should deal with the areas in which they violate human 
rights. These points in the report is accurately the same points that the Human 
Rights Watch has pointed out in their report. 
  
Moreover we have some data from the Ethiopian government’s own official website. 
It is a 47 page long document from 2009, called the ’Federal Negarit Gazeta of the 
federal democratic republic of Ethiopia’ (The Ethiopian Government, 2009). Here it 
introduces new laws and legislations. One of the laws especially interesting to this 
project is the so called ‘CSO-law’ which shrinks in freedom of speech and association. 
This part of the document will be used, as the main point of this project in regards to 
Ethiopia, is to focus on the violations that Ethiopia does in regards to freedom of 
speech. 
  
We are not the first to look at the puzzle that states signed up to protect human 
rights, being a part of the UN and though at the same time want some sovereignty 
and distance. A scholarly article on the matter was written by Felice D. Gaer in 1995, 
stating that states seems to pull back when criticised by both the UN and NGOS on 
how they implement human rights, and that these states will try to limit the access of 
NGOs in the country. Documenting this, Bawaba, looks at the consequences it can 
have for members of the NGOs, which try to report what is going on in e.g. Ethiopia. 
Here harassment, murder and arrests are mentioned. (Bawaba, 2014 pp. 6-7) 
Furthermore and in connection to this, Felice, suggests that NGOs play a big 
role in the UN and how they go about documenting how their member states violates 
the human rights. Felice suggests that NGOs are the main influentials on the UN on 
the matter of human rights. (Gaer, 1995).  
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2.2 Analytical strategy: 
 
In this section we will account for our analytical strategy and what that implies for 
the project. 
  
The project will follow a deductive approach meaning that our theories precede our 
findings. These findings will be analysed with neo liberalism and neo realism. These 
theories are chosen as they both centre around international relations which the 
human rights are a part of. However to not - as much as it is possible - be subjective 
and create subjective knowledge, we intent to adhere to the tradition of a more 
positivist, behaviorist approach. This becomes meaningful because the chosen 
theories also adhere to this branch of methodology. 
Behaviorism in the case of international relations view humans and human 
interaction as something external putting forward a more positivistic approach – 
creating hypotheses, collecting data, creating knowledge. This implies that by testing 
a chosen hypothesis one will have to correct it if rejected - explaining how we go 
about our problem statement. The behaviorist approach seeks to explain, not as the 
traditional, more humanistic approach which tries to understand. Choosing this 
positivist approach will enable us to generate objective, general knowledge about the 
field we investigate - here how and why the UN proceeds as they do, when a member 
state, here  Ethiopia, violates the human rights. (Delanty, Strydom, 2010)).  
 
We intend to make a case study of Ethiopia. Here our research strategy will be to  test 
hypotheses’ that can lead us to an answer on why the UN acts as it does when 
member states violates specific human rights, as freedom of speech. Making a case 
study becomes meaningful in the absence of first and foremost large amounts of 
time, but it most certainly gives us the possibility to have a narrow focus, which will 
enable us to look at the many important factors being a part of human rights and 
what the UN’s role is in the pursuit of stopping states from violating them. This will 
enable us to deduce general knowledge on why some states, even though they are a 
member of the UNHRC, violates the human rights, and why the UN proceeds as it 
does. 
We are however aware that making a positivist project based on deduction 
analysing a case might sound closer to neo-positivism than to positivism.  Also the 
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fact that we are using qualitative data instead of quantitative data drags the approach 
closer to neo positivism, separating ‘value’ from ‘fact’ will enable us to conclude on 
our problem statement. 
  
When analysing our data we will look for sentences in the data reports we have, 
which encapsulates Ethiopia violating the human right of freedom of speech. Why 
only one sort of statement is mentioned, freedom of speech is to narrow down the 
focus to the very basic human right, which enables one to speak one’s mind. When 
analysing the UN and their actions we will also be looking at where Ethiopia violates 
human rights, and then analyse how and why the proceeds as it does. 
 
Having two opposing theories will enable us to see from one theoretical perspective 
what the other cannot, thereby creating a good foundation for assessing which of the 
theories are most prominent, and at the same time explaining what is going on, and 
why this is happening (should we reject or retain our hypothesis).  
  
2.3 Epistemological & ontological considerations: 
 
As stated before in this chapter we will adhere to a positivist approach. This implies 
ontologically that the world is perceived as external, as a world which can by all 
means objectively be studied as a researcher standing in front of a window looking 
in. Therefore the distance between us as researchers and the object we study is vital. 
We let our research strategy be formed as a result of our hypotheses and theories, 
testing the world as it is. The epistemological consideration will imply that the 
knowledge we generate is general, objectively applicable knowledge about the field. 
(Wordpress, 2012) This means that the knowledge we produce should enable others 
to reproduce the same research and get the same result.  We will ensure this by 
making a clear research strategy that can be followed by others. 
 
The ontological and epistemological considerations and their impact on the research 
will be accounted for in the ‘Delimitations & afterthoughts’. 
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2.4 Introduction to theory: 
 
In this section we will explain our theoretical framework in order to better explain 
their limitations. 
 
We have chosen neo liberalism and neo realism because of their fairly similar 
epistemology and their methods which is also fairly similar; both based on positivist 
inquiry. Their analytical approach is also quite the same, and they base their 
assumptions on game theory. The neo liberal framework of theory will mainly focus 
on institutional liberalism an approach, we find more valid to our time and to the 
contemporary debates in regards to the subject chosen. However, we are aware that 
there are a lot of different forms of liberalism e.g. Utopian Liberalism, Sociological 
Liberalism, Kantian (republican) liberalism, and the more neo-liberal approach to 
liberalism such as Interdependence Liberalism, International political economy 
(IPE)  and hegemony, Institutional Liberalism. Institutional liberalism is based on 
behaviorism one of the two main methodologies within international relations, and is 
what we will lean on to in this project. 
  
Neo liberalism is based on the notions that international institutions are the key 
factor when it comes to establishing regimes of norms in order to keep the world in 
peace.  This thought was also the dominant one during and after the first and second 
world war where international institutions began to flourish. (Jackson, Sørensen, 
2013) There is more to institutions than just participation - namely compliance. This 
is an important aspect of the neo liberal notion on institutions, and is also important 
in relation to how come Ethiopia violates the human rights at the same time being a 
part of the UNHRC and having pledged to protect the human rights and what that 
doctrine stands for. However the neo liberal approach also states that collective 
action can solve problematiques. (Jackson, Sørensen, 2013) 
 
What binds these two theories of neo liberalism and neo realism together besides 
positivist methodology, is that they both agree on the premise that the international 
system is anarchical, however they view the solution to peace differently. The neo 
realist approach has two main strands - offensive and defensive - in this project we 
will focus on the defensive realist approach as set forward by K. Waltz. This approach 
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appeared in the Cold War period, trying to explain why relative peace occurred. 
However,  while Waltz tries to find the reason for this, he does not give much for the 
international institutions as he views the states as entities on their own, only acting 
in their own interest, also disagreeing with the collective thought of  the neo 
liberalist, as states always are ‘alone’. The defensive realist notion is much more 
focused on power balancing as the tool that has endured peace. 
 
These two theories give this project a good foundation as they both have the same 
methodological approach, based in the positivist paradigm. Moreover having two 
opposing theories will allow to be able to see different perspectives of the situation 
we are researching. It will enable us to have a more detailed and versatile image of 
what is going on and why, as both theories can explain different parts of the 
situation. 
  
2.5 Delimitations & afterthoughts: 
 
The limitations set by ourselves and the positivist approach chosen are presented in 
the following paragraphs. Moreover this paragraph will present our afterthoughts.  
  
Firstly, when referring to the government or government officials which are 
responsible for violating the human rights, we will use the term ‘Ethiopia’, not to 
state that everyone in Ethiopia violates the human rights, but to keep it as a state-
name, as it is the state that by the UN is seen as responsible for keeping up the 
human rights.  
 
This project will be a case study, dealing with a specific case in order to deduce some 
relevant information on how the UN proceeds when a member states, also a member 
of the UNHRC, violates the human rights. Therefore it does not deal with all 
countries that are a member of the UNHRC and have been violating human rights, 
and the conclusion will be generated on the basis of a country whose profile might 
not match every member of the UNHRC. Thus, we find Ethiopia extremely relevant 
because it is not - like China - a big, important or influential economy, and we 
therefore do not see any big political-economic circumstances directly influencing 
the UN’s action on Ethiopia violation of the human rights, as e.g. compared to China,  
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who has great impact on the global political economy. Thus we are aware that we 
with a case study rule out certain aspects, one could have looked at.  
 
In extension of this we are also aware of the methodological and theoretical 
limitations. The positivist approach chosen to create a research strategy and analyse 
our data sure leaves out possible factors that might be relevant to the case as well. 
One such thing could be what an interpretivist approach could have brought to the 
table - which some theorists might argue is important for one to understand the 
situation in Ethiopia, and the discourse of the UN. 
         In the same way as the positivist approach sets up some limitations the 
theories do as well. We will mainly be focusing on inter-state relationships as well as 
the state-institutional relationship. Thus, in connection to these focuses one might 
argue that we have to take into account that both theories used in this project has 
Western origin, and in certain project research as interpretivist, this would have 
played a big role in the sense that it would bring up the history of the country, 
culture, values, etc. to define the cause and effects. However as positivist, viewing the 
world objectively, it will minimise our own personal influence on our project or the 
results produced, though we are aware that all researchers interpret, and that will, of 
course, also be the case with us, though we hope our theories which have a positivist 
methodology will help us in the pursuit of objectivity.  
Building here on the notion of theories, we have limited the scope of the 
theories and what we will utilise, in order to have a narrow focus, though many 
authors have contributed to the debate between neo liberalism and neo realism. 
However,  having chosen these two theories - which have a ongoing debate - we are 
aware that the specific theories are a bit older versions, though we find them relevant 
in this case, as they put emphasis on institutions and states, which in regard to this 
research is important. 
  
Our choice of data is, as mentioned, qualitative, and therefore it is this which will be 
subject to analysis in this report. This is due to the quality of the data we could find 
that we chose qualitative data. It provides a more in depth, detailed explanation on 
the matter from different perspectives, and that we find important in a positivist 
project, were the results will be generated as objective, general knowledge. 
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To find the sentences in the reports that we want to analyse, one could have 
used the ctrl+f (the search function) to search for words as ‘non-compliant’, 
‘institution’ or other relevant terms  from the theories used. However the reports are 
small in page numbers, and we are able to go through them by hand. Moreover this 
will make it less likely that we miss out on important sentences, which was not stated 
as in the theories, using the same exact words. One could argue that we could 
interpret on the words found in the theories, as ‘non-compliance’ and search for 
words similar to this, since ‘non-compliance’ is not outwardly expressed in the same 
exact wording, thus we will not be using the search function. 
  
Moreover this report will not conclude or assess whether, what is going on with 
Ethiopia's violation of the human rights and how the UN reacts, is good or bad - it 
will just investigate what is going on.   
 
Regarding the hypotheses certain words are used, which may not be defined in a 
stringent way, as ‘The UNHRC and The Committee uses sanctions against member 
states that violates the human rights, because that will stop the given state from 
doing so” - but what is an intervention? Terms like these will be discussed in chapter 
5. 
  
2.6 Outline of chapters: 
 
The chapters following will be accounted for here. 
 
In the next chapter, chapter 3; Theoretical Framework, we will explain and account 
for the theories which is going to be used for our analysis. The following chapter, 
chapter 4; Background, will introduce what is going on in Ethiopia. The next chapter, 
chapter 5, which is called Analysis, will be the analysis of our data. In chapter 6; 
Discussion, we will discuss or findings and the weaknesses and strengths of our 
analysis. Chapter 7; Conclusion, will hold our conclusion on our findings and 
discussion. And the last chapter, chapter 8; Bibliography, will present used 
literature; scholarly articles, books and websites used in this project.    
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3.0 Theoretical framework 
 
This chapter will explain our theoretical framework: neo liberalism and neo realism. 
  
3.1.1 Institutional liberalism – a neoliberal approach 
 
In this paragraph we will explain the theory of neo liberalism we intent to use in the 
project. This section on Institutional liberalism is divided into several subsections 
which are relevant to the data which will be analysed. The sections are respectively: 
an overview of the basic assumption of Institutional Liberalism; Cooperation and 
Interdependence; and The role of power in interdependence. 
  
3.1.2 Basic notions of institutional liberalism 
 
Liberal institutionalism has become a dominant challenge to the realist school of 
thought through the last half of the 20th century - focusing on international 
institutions to create a more peaceful world. 
  
The neo liberal world view is optimistic, though they are not as optimistic as the 
utopian liberalists from W. Wilsons time. They claim that the international system is 
anarchical, thus accepting the neo realist basic notions of the world and build their 
analysis on this, though they state that there is more so to the world than just the 
‘basic’ anarchy.  (Jackson, Sørensen, 2013) 
 
Neo liberalists main focus is on how to reduce the risk of conflicts. To reduce the 
risks of conflicts neo liberalists focus on the establishment of regimes (rules and 
norms) that is set out to make international standards of behavior which in return 
will protect us from conflicts. 
Such regimes could be institutions, as in our case the UN. These institutions 
are established as a regime of rules within the international society which help to 
facilitate cooperation and avoid conflicts. (Jackson, Sørensen, 2013). According to 
Hedley Bull international society exists when: ‘a group of states, conscious of certain 
common interests and common values, form a society in the sense that they conceive 
themselves to be bound by a common set of rules in their relations with one another, 
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and share in the working of common institutions.’ (Devitt, 2010) When liberal 
institutionalists focus on international organisations such as the UN, it is because it 
puts emphasis on soft power and cooperation though: ‘the forms and procedures of 
international law, the machinery of diplomacy and general international 
organization’. (Devitt 2010). 
However institutions often don’t have means to punish states or actors who 
does not live up to the agreed standards, so they will through the cooperation, and 
the interdependence, make it less likely for a state to suddenly go against the said 
rule/regime. As in connection to this project, Keohane states the following about 
international institutions: ‘they imply obligations, even though these obligations are 
not enforceable through a hierarchical legal system.’ (Devitt, 2010) 
When it comes to the state this is likely to keep them from going against 
the regime, because they share the same interests of absolute gains. 
 
Moreover, when neoliberal theory focus on institution established as a regime of 
rules within the international society, one could view the Ethiopian Human Rights 
Council as a standard setter of that rule regime, establishing rules within the 
Ethiopian society.(Jackson, Sørensen, 2013).   
 
According to Hedley Bull, as mentioned before,  international society exists when: “a 
group of states, conscious of certain common interests and common values, form a 
society in the sense that they conceive themselves to be bound by a common set of 
rules in their relations with one another, and share in the working of common 
institutions.” (Devitt, 2010), thus drawing a line to Ethiopia one could argue that, the 
Ethiopian government and Ethiopian Human Rights Council are bound for the 
common good and better of its citizens, sharing  some interest. However the 
government seems as to not share the same interest even though it still would  be the 
superpower of the two of them, holding the decision making and influencing the 
EHRCO. 
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3.1.3. Cooperation & interdependence 
  
It is important to note that cooperation is seen as the driving force for 
interdependence which in neo liberal terms is favourable as this is the factor that will 
minimize the risks of conflict. Cooperation is also said to entail the so called spillover 
effect – where cooperation in one area spills over and facilitate cooperation in 
another. Moreover cooperation through institutions increases information sharing, 
exchange of views and interaction, and the institutions will then facilitate trust and 
transparency (neutral bureaucracy). This willingness to cooperate can be found in 
the neo liberal notion that all states share the same interest of absolute gains, thus 
states have to give up some of their sovereignty to form these societies. (Devitt, 2010) 
However, some institutional liberalists argue that the interdependence makes the 
states wishes and wantings less transparent in the sense that what the states 
negotiate outside the institutions are less transparent than before (Keohane, Nye, 
2001) This is also an issue we can draw on when looking at  Ethiopia and their 
relationships outside the UN e.g. as the relationship they have with the U.S., and how 
that is not transparent when looking at how the UN acts around Ethiopia, and their 
human rights violations.  
According to Keohane and Nye it is important to be careful not to 
misunderstand the term interdependence. They argue that interdependence is not an 
evenly balanced mutual dependence, since interdependence lays within the spectrum 
of the two extremes, dependence and interdependence, but not perfectly in the 
middle. This argument is based on the notion that power within the international 
society is not evenly distributed - some states are more dependent than others and 
therefore other states can influence them more than the other way around. (Keohane, 
Nye, 2001) 
Moreover Keohane and Nye states: ‘International regimes are intermediate 
factors between the power structure of an international system and the political and 
economic bargaining that takes place within it.  The structure of the system 
profoundly affects the nature of the regime. The regime in turn affects and to some 
extent governs the political bargaining and daily decisions making that occurs within 
the system.’ (Keohane, Nye, 2001). This shows how the system affects 
interdependence between the states within it, and how interdependence the other 
way around also forms the structure of the international system. 
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To build from that of Keohane and Nye ‘the structure of the system profoundly 
affects the nature of the regime’ (Keohane, Nye, 2001), is central to understand 
another relevant factor - compliance. Studying the subject of compliance  is Arthur A 
Stein. He takes up the inquiry made by Chayes and Chayes in 1993, as they stated in 
their study that in fact most states did comply with the treaties signed and the 
negotiations made.  However, some years later others took a look at the very same 
study, focusing on the treaties and negotiations instead of compliance. This study 
concluded that indeed most states would comply with the treaties signed and the 
negotiations made, as these actually did not change much domestically– understood 
in the sense that many of the treaties signed had the same points as the states would 
have put forward at the domestic level and thereby it is not groundbreaking for the 
states, explaining their compliance. So this was very much a case of selection bias. 
(Stein, 2008) 
 
One of the main parts of this project has to do with compliance/non-compliance and 
if  Ethiopia complies or not, with the norm regime that it has chosen to be a part of. 
Thus we wil also in our analysis focus on the fact that different institutions have 
different tools and mechanisms to deal with non-compliant states. (Stein, 2008) 
 
3.1.4 The role of power in interdependence 
  
Keohane and Nye takes a look at the role of power in interdependence, and states 
that it lies in the ability for one country to make another country do something that it 
might not have done otherwise - control over outcome (Keohane, Nye, 2001). Less 
dependent states often have more political resources  because they have less to lose 
than the states which they are negotiating with. Thus, this will not with great 
certainty lead the less dependent states to control over the outcome - to understand 
this we must take a look at ‘sensitivity’ and ‘vulnerability’. (Keohane, Nye, 2001) 
 
Keohane and Nye concludes on sensitivity and vulnerability the following: ‘In terms 
of cost of dependence, sensitivity means liability to costly effects imposed from 
outside before policies are altered to try to change the situation. Vulnerability can be 
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defined as an actor's’ liability to suffer costs imposed by external events even after 
policies have been altered.’ (Keohane, Nye, 2001) 
 
So sensitivity refers to responsiveness within a policy framework, which can be both 
social, political and economic - how quickly one country changing a policy affects 
another country. However in international relations one often assumes that the 
framework stays the same because it takes time and great effort to change policies 
within the international system because of the magnitude of the system. (Keohane, 
Nye, 2001) Which is also something that one can see from the UN on human rights. 
The human rights have been a part of the UN for more than half a century, and yet 
not all member states complies.  
  
Thus, vulnerability becomes the more relevant - not because sensitivity is not 
important - as policies do not change that quickly within the international systems. 
Vulnerability refers to the availability and the cost of the left alternative that the actor 
faces - but is based both on sociopolitical and politico-economic relationship, which 
also indicates it interconnectedness with multiple sectors. (Keohane, Nye, 2001) An 
example of vulnerability could be the Swedish critic of the American policies 
regarding Vietnam in the war period, where America could have suspended Swedish 
cultural contacts, and therefore its vulnerability dependent on how quickly it could 
adjust with different policies. (Keohane, Nye, 2001) 
  
Therefore it is also clear that vulnerability independence is more likely to have 
influence on the power a state have in the international system. (Keohane, Nye, 
2001) 
  
3.2.1 Neorealism - Kenneth Waltz 
In this paragraph we will explain the theory of realism we intent to use in the project. 
One of the neorealist theorists was a defensive neo realist, American political 
scientist Kenneth Neal Waltz. 
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This section on neorealism is divided into several subsections, which are relevant to 
the data, which will be analyzed. The sections are respectively: Kenneth Waltz and 
Neorealism; Concepts of structure according to Waltz; and Neorealism and states. 
3.2.2 Kenneth Waltz and Neorealism 
Looking at international relatio, one of the most essential ideas is that people live in 
an anarchic world populated by states primarily concerned with ensuring their own 
survival. Another essential idea is that major states balance other major states to 
prevent submission and/or annihilation. Thus, viewing this from a neo realist 
perspective, this has the status of a universal scientific law. Therefore, neorealism 
has been extensively debated within the field of international relations and at the 
same time, it has tried to explain issues in the international system. (Jackson, 
Sørensen, 2013)  
According to Waltz, neorealist theory develops the concept of systemic structure, 
which tries to explain how the structure of the system affect the interacting units and 
the outcomes which is produced. Therefore neorealism is also called structure 
realism, because the theory is mainly based on the effects of the structure of the 
international system in its pursuit to clarify outcomes in international politics. 
(Jackson, Sørensen, 2013) 
Moreover, the interaction of states allows an international structure to emerge, 
which in turn restrains the state interaction and at the same time pushing them. The 
notion of structure is developed from the fact that units, which are mixed and 
combined, differ in behavior and create different results from interaction.  (Waltz, 
1979) 
There are two elements defining international structure. The first is the ordering 
principle of the system (for example anarchy, where structures are defined with 
regard to the major units) and the second is the distribution of capabilities across 
units. (Waltz, 1979) 
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The main aim for Waltz was to provide a scientific explanation of the international 
political system. According to neorealism, international politics can only be 
understood when the “effects to structure are added to traditional realism’s unit-level 
explanation”. (Waltz, 1979) In other words neorealism forms a fundamental 
connection between interaction units and international outcomes. According to 
Waltz, neorealist theory suggests that causes are two-directional, not only the causal 
link between these two points - interacting units and international outcomes. Some 
causes of international results are situated at the level of the interacting units. As 
there is no correspondence between variations in unit-level causes and variations in 
observed outcomes, it needs to be said “that some causes are located at the structural 
level of international politics as well”. (Waltz, 1979) 
According to Waltz’s view the best international relations theory is based on the 
structure of the system, on its cooperating units, and on the stabilities and changes of 
the system. A starting point for neorealism was some elements of classical realism, 
which Waltz took to build on. However, Waltz departed from that tradition by giving 
no account of human nature and by ignoring the ethics of statecraft. The central 
analytical focus for neorealism is the structure of the system that is external to the 
actors especially the qualified distribution of power. Structure influences actions, and 
therefore specific leaders are relatively unimportant. Specific leaders are quite 
insignificant because structures make them to act in certain ways, as the structures 
relatively control actions. 
3.2.3 Concepts of structure according to Waltz 
As said by Waltz, the feature of international relations for neorealist theory is based 
on the decentralized structure of anarchy between states. Furthermore, Waltz 
distinguished between two elements within the conception of structure, which are 
particularly important about the international system. 
First of all, anarchy is the international system’s ordering principle, that is, there is 
neither world government, nor higher authority above the main elements that exist 
in the system – the states. Consequently, international system is “a self-help system 
consisting of states that are autonomous, functionally undifferentiated actors each of 
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which must always be prepared to fend for itself”. (Waltz, 2013) The main point 
under anarchy is that each single state is independent and by and large operates on 
its own without having responsibilities to any higher authority. 
According to Waltz, the second principle, in the conception of structure for 
international politics is the capabilities, or power, differ between the states. 
Variations in power “a self-help system consisting of states that are autonomous, 
functionally undifferentiated actors each of which must always be prepared to fend 
for it. Capabilities, or power, vary significantly between states; states, though 
functionally undifferentiated, are differentiated according to how much power they 
possess. Variations in power yield variations in the types and magnitude of structural 
constraints that states face, thereby effectuating variation in how states behave (or 
should behave).” (Waltz, 2013) Moreover, the concept of state for neo realists is that 
states are similar in all basic functional respects for example from their different 
cultures or ideologies or constitutions or histories, they all achieve the same basic 
tasks. 
3.2.4 Neorealism and states 
According to Waltz, states are the units whose connections form the structure of the 
international political system. Every state is a sovereign political entity. When it is 
mentioned that a state is sovereign it means that the state has power to decide on its 
own, how it will manage to solve internal and external problems, for instance, if it 
should ask other states for help which would result in limiting its own freedom 
because of the assurances to the countries in return. Moreover, countries create their 
own strategies, plan their actions and decide the means of fulfilling their needs and 
desires. (Waltz, 1979) Though, Ethiopia is one of the oldest independent country in 
Africa, which has sovereignty and through the years has become very developed, 
Ethiopia is a state, which has power to decide independently. 
Waltz distinguish between three types of worlds in which states will behave 
differently depending on the number of poles. The first is multipolarity, which means 
that more than two great powers is present. The main aim in multipolarity is the 
basic incentive to balance against the stronger pole. As Waltz stated: “States, if they 
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are free to choose, flock to the weaker side; for it is the stronger that threatens them”. 
The second type is bipolarity, where the basic incentive is to bandwagon with one of 
the superpowers. And the third type is unipolarity, where basic incentive is to 
balance against the hegemon. (Jackson, Sørensen, 2013) 
Furthermore, when comparing two states, it can be found out that states are alike not 
in all features but in some. Examining states vary widely in size, wealth, power and 
form. However, states are alike in the task that they face and they are also different in 
their abilities to perform e.g. not all two objects can be identical in this world, but can 
be similar in some points. The countries are also different in their capabilities 
because the functions they perform are essentially the same: each state, to a large 
extent, copy the activities of other states; each state makes, executes and interprets 
laws for national defense and making larger income. Likewise, each country itself 
tries to supply most of the basic commodities for its citizens. “All states have to 
collect taxes, conduct foreign policy and so on. States differ significantly only in 
regard to their greatly varying capabilities” (Jackson, Sørensen, 2013) 
Furthermore, Waltz state abut the units of the international system that they are 
“distinguished primarily by their greater or lesser capabilities for performing similar 
tasks […] the structure of a system changes with changes in the distribution of 
capabilities across the system’s units”. . (Waltz, 1979) It means, “[…] international 
change occurs when great powers rise and fall and the balance of power shifts 
accordingly. (Waltz, 1979) 
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4.0  Background - Ethiopia and the human rights since the Cold War 
 
This paragraph will introduce how Ethiopia through time has acted on human rights, 
but it will also look into the different relations that Ethiopia has with important 
actors in the international arena, as e.g. the US. 
Consequently, examining the relationship between the UNHRC and Ethiopia as a 
member of this intergovernmental body, one will have to understand the ties that 
Ethiopia has, and their background on human rights. 
  
The respect for human rights after the end of the Cold War, presented significant 
improvements within governments around the world directly affecting the 
democracy, globalization and domestic conflicts and interest, and having mostly 
effects in the right against political imprisonment, where by governments that were 
engaged in the domestic and global economy tended to respect the rights of their 
citizens. (Cingranelli, Richards, 1999) Moreover, some argued that non democratic 
states will experience fewer violations of physical integrity rights than those states in 
the intermediate stages of democracy, yet democratic governments tend to have 
more respect for physical integrity rights than the governments of authoritarian 
countries, because there is empowerment of the masses and it prevents authorities 
from abusing their human rights. (Cingranelli, Richards, 1999) 
 
However, it seems as states who are engaged in external conflicts tends to violate the 
physical integrity rights of their citizens to a greater extent than states at peace. The 
end of the Cold War has encouraged the creation of many illiberal democratic 
systems that was adopted to hold elections in that ‘apparent’ system, nevertheless the 
people were not really empowered because there are few constitutional limits on the 
power of leaders and insufficient guarantees of basic rights and freedom. 
(Cingranelli, Richards, 1999) 
  
Insufficient guarantees of basic rights and freedom, was the starting point for the 
Ethiopian Human Rights Council (EHRCO), which in the 1990s, just after the ending 
of the Cold war, was formed with help from 1500 members. The EHRCO was made to 
monitor the government and its actions. Already in the same year they applied to 
become an official recognised assembly, however they did not receive any answer, 
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until seven years had passed. After seven years it was them denied to form, thus they 
operated illegally. This resulted in harassment and arbitrary violence against its 
members. In 1997 a member was killed on the street. The Ethiopian government 
does not recognise the EHRCO, and sees them as a  randomly feeding the outside 
world with situations that have never taken place. (International Federation for 
Human Rights, 2005) The Ethiopian government not recognising the EHRCO was 
foreseen by Felice D. Gaer, in 1995, stating that non-compliant states will tend to 
minimise the ability of NGOs working in the country. (Gaer, 1995) 
 
In addition to these incidents in the 1990s,  today in Ethiopia, people such as  
journalists and other people, who are perceived as critical of the government, are 
arrested, because the law and the constitution is critical of freedom of speech. In 
other words, the freedom of speech is shrinking in for those who are critical of the 
government, also seen with the law called CSO from 2009. The consequences for 
people such as journalists, who are looking at the government critically, is 
harassment and possibly getting arrested.  (Bawaba, 2014 pp.6-7) Moreover, the 
government of Ethiopia: “ […] attempted to impede criticism through various forms 
of intimidation, including detention of journalists and opposition activists and 
monitoring and interference in the activities of political opposition groups.” 
(Bawaba, 2014 pp. 6-7) 
  
Even though it has been evident through time that different Ethiopian governments 
have had trouble keeping up the human rights, Ethiopia  have had, and still has, an 
important role in the Horn of Africa, securing peace in the eyes of the U.S and the 
UN. Peace and security in fragile regions, have through time been a goal for the U.S., 
and their relation with Ethiopia is no exception. 
 
The US has since the early 20th century had a strong connection to Ethiopia, helping 
them defeat Italy as they tried to conquer Ethiopia. During the Cold war Ethiopia 
tipped to the Soviet side buying weapons from them, automatically putting a cooler 
on the relationship between them and the U.S.. However, after the Cold War the 
relationship started to be better with the regime’s fall. (U.S Department of State, 
2013) Since then the bilateral relation have improved. This relation is not only 
concerned with economics, development and education, the U.S. have also been very 
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keen to promote human rights. Thus, their ultimate dedication to Ethiopia lays in the 
fact that Ethiopia, in their eyes, are the main contributor to regional peace in the 
Horn of Africa. (U.S Department of State, 2013) Ethiopia recognises this relation 
with the US, as one of US fellowmen in the war against terror, vital for US security, 
but outmost them being the main source for stability in the region of Horn of Africa. 
(Embassy of Ethiopia, 2014) 
  
Though the U.S. share strong ties with Ethiopia,  the U.S. every year publish reports 
on human rights for the countries they interact with. The report from 2013 on 
Ethiopia mentions freedom of speech violations. However, the US does neither come 
up with suggestion for Ethiopia, nor do they intervene. (U.S Department of State, 
2014) This could be due to the U.S. viewing Ethiopia as the main peacekeeper in the 
region. 
  
This shows an image of Ethiopia as a state that through time have been violating the 
human rights, though being strongly allied with the U.S. and also having signed the 
covenant of the human rights and having a seat in the Human Rights Council. 
  
So why bring this up? 
In terms of the analysis, it is important to look at the brief history of Ethiopian 
human rights violations, but also the different ties that Ethiopia has. One of them 
being a strong tie to the U.S., is important to report, as that can have an influence on 
how the UNHRC, The Human Rights Committee and the UN in general, handles 
human rights violations in Ethiopia, as it is by the U.S. seen as the main contributor 
to peace in the Horn of Africa. This is a fact that one cannot ignore when analysing, 
as the U.S. has immense influence on the UN. 
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5.0 Analysis 
 
In this chapter we will be analysing our chosen data with the theories of neo realism 
and neoliberalism. 
  
5.1  Hypothesis 1: Ethiopia complies with human rights law, because they 
are a member of the United Nations Human Rights Council 
  
In this part of analysis the Ethiopian government’s behavior when it comes to human 
rights will be examined, as well as the procedure the UN adheres to when human 
rights are violated. The section will start off with applying the neo liberal theory to 
the seeming paradox that surrounds Ethiopia and human rights violations. The same 
will be done with the neo realist theory, so that we in the end of the analysis will be 
able to retain or reject the hypothesis that ‘Ethiopia complies with human rights law, 
because they are a member of the United Nations Human Rights Council’. 
  
Governmental authorities have legitimacy to act on behalf of the people as well as to 
protect the people from any kind of threat that can eventually occur. Nevertheless, 
the government has to take into account the country’s population in any decision 
making in order for both government and civil society cooperate for good and better 
of the country, thus the government and population are interdependent actors in the 
sense that they can influence each other. 
  
However in a country like Ethiopia the scenario seems to be different, in what 
concerns the human rights. Ethiopia is a member of the United Nation Human 
Rights Council (UNHRC), but  considering  the behaviour  and  actions taken by the 
government of Ethiopia in regards to human rights, the UN Human Rights 
Committee is “[...] seriously concerned over the restrictions placed upon  civil society 
since the election in 2005 and in particular regrets the arbitrary mass detentions, 
including of children, that place severe restrictions upon the freedom of expression 
which is a fundamental element of free civil society”, (UN, 2011) On the neo liberal 
side, Keohane and Nye states that  compliance is to live up to the treaties signed and 
the negotiations made, though looking at Ethiopia it is clear that they do not comply. 
Furthermore, looking at Ethiopia as a member of UNHRC, who have signed up to 
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protect and promote the human rights, it has failed to observe what it has signed for 
in such manner that, “[...] numerous reports came about serious human rights 
violation committed in Somali Regional State of Ethiopia by members of the police 
and the army, including murder, rape, enforced disappearances, arbitrary detention, 
torture, destruction of property, forced displacement and attacks on the civilian 
population [...]”. (Human Rights Watch, 2014) These reports portray the Ethiopian 
government as an institution which does not comply with the norm regime that it has 
chosen to be a part of. This is also clear when looking at Keohane and Nye, who 
states that when states comply, the regime to some extent governs the political 
bargaining and daily decisions making that occurs within the system – which is not 
the case with Ethiopia. (Keohane, Nye, 2001) 
 
Trying to explain the non-compliance , can also be done by looking at Waltz, and his 
neo realist notion on the sovereignty of the state. For Waltz, the international society 
is only there for the states to increase their absolute gains, and Ethiopia might have 
weight their gains and found that they have more to gain by being non-compliant to 
the norm regime. The same can be said about the UN and their actions - they might 
have weight their gains and came to the conclusion that not intervening, would 
increase the UN’s gains, as Ethiopia plays a key role in securing peace in the region of 
the Horn of Africa. The intervention part goes beyond the Committee and the 
Council, as their working methods does not allow them to intervene physically into 
member states that violates the human rights. So the weighting would have taken 
place higher up in the hierarchy of the UN. 
  
According to Cingranelli and Richards, the end of the Cold War had huge effects on 
respect for human rights through democracy, participation in the global economy, 
conflicts and interest with more effect on rights against political imprisonment, 
however, the violations of human rights is central in the  conflict and institutions, 
which are caused by a  lack of empowerment of the masses.  At the end of the Cold 
War more countries joined the UN, and turning to the neoliberal perspective, 
international institutions are here to create peace in the world; reducing the risk of 
conflicts by establishing norm regimes that regulates states behaviour - though in the 
case of Ethiopia, it seems as this is not applied (Bawaba, 2014 pp.6-7) 
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However, Keohane and Nye recognise that not all institutions have the same tools or 
measures to punish non-compliant members. Looking at this, we  now turn to role 
Ethiopia plays in their region, for the UN, and the U.S.,  they might be able to argue 
that what they are doing is the best way to control the masses of Ethiopia, and the 
UN and U.S. are too dependent on Ethiopia to do their job in the Horn of Africa, to 
argue against their methods of running their country.  
  
It is also in this light, that one will have to look at the cooperation between the UN 
and the human rights bodies and interdependence. It is clear that when a member 
state as Ethiopia is able to be non-compliant with the norm regime, the UN have not 
been able to make the member states dependent on the regime. In contrast it seems 
like the UN have ended up being more dependent on Ethiopia to keep peace in the 
region of the Horn of Africa, thus, not being able to generate mutual 
interdependence. Keohane and Nye, also takes this up, as they argue that in 
interdependence one variable will always be more dependent on the other - it will 
never be 100% mutual. In this case, the UN is unable to influence a member of 
UNHRC to change its behavior, and moreover it seems to be dependent on it. (Devitt, 
2010) This is due to the role of power in interdependence laying in the ability for one 
country to make another country to do something that it might not have done 
otherwise - control over outcome (Keohane, Nye, 2001). Looking at the Council, the 
Committee and Ethiopia, it seems like the interdependence might not be as evident 
at first glance. As explained earlier, Ethiopia is seen as the main contributor to peace 
in the region of the Horn of Africa as well as having a strong relationship with the 
U.S.. Moreover, Ethiopia takes in refugees from all over Africa. In 2013 they took in 
400.000 refugees in the first eight months of the years (UNHCR, 2014)  
It is in this light that interdependence should be seen - the UN is much more 
dependent on Ethiopia than Ethiopia seems to be on the UN. This interdependence 
mostly being the UN depending on Ethiopia and not the other way around is evident 
when looking at how the Ethiopian government keeps violating the human rights, 
while only reports are made by the Committee. Not only does this show that the 
Ethiopian government are not sanctioned against, it also shows that even though 
they are a member of the UNHRC they do not comply with the regime they signed up 
for, partly explained here by the fact that, the Ethiopian government does not depend 
as much on the UN, as the UN does on Ethiopia for keeping peace in the troubled 
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region, by receiving displaced people across broader movement that face political 
conflicts. (UNCHR, 2014) 
 
Obviously the government of Ethiopia has difficulties respecting the human rights 
within the country, however, on other hand Ethiopia maintains the relation of 
cooperation and interdependence with the U.S. in order to ensure peace and security 
in fragile region of the Horn of Africa. (U.S Department of State, 2013) From a 
neoliberal perspective, cooperation is seen as a way to increases information sharing, 
exchange of views and interaction, where by the institutions facilitate trust and 
transparency. The cooperation is also seen as a way in which states share the same 
interest of absolute gains. (Devitt, 2010) Thus, the Ethiopian government and U.S. 
might have the same interest of gains, in the sense that they maintain the relation 
and the U.S. do not sanction Ethiopia, though it every years make an official report 
on human rights violations with countries it interacts with. However, it does not 
seem like this non-compliance of Ethiopia plays a role in their relationship with the 
U.S. (U.S Department of State, 2014) 
  
Another explanation for this comes from Waltz, on the interaction of states. Waltz 
argues that interaction of states allows an international structure to emerge. In this 
case the interaction of the U.S. and Ethiopia could grand room for compliance of 
human rights by Ethiopians, as this interaction could influence a behaviour change of 
the Ethiopian government. However, according to Waltz, this would not lower the 
autonomy that the government has upon its citizens, firstly because they are an 
independent state that has power to decide on its own, and secondly because neo 
realists regard Ethiopia as a state, a sovereign political entity. So although Ethiopia  
is as well member of UNHRC, it still has autonomy to decide within the country, as 
well as the government can decide or act on behalf of the population because the 
government has legitimacy to do so, as they were elected to represent the people´s 
interest. 
Furthermore, according to Waltz, as stated before, within the anarchy 
which is an international system of ordering, there is no higher authority above the 
state that exist in the system. Thus drawing a line from Ethiopian government one 
could argue that the UNHRC has no power in regards to the Ethiopian government, 
because the government on its own is the highest authority in the state of Ethiopia. 
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As a result of this analysis it is clear that Ethiopia is not-compliant to the human 
rights though they are a member of the UNHRC. From a neo realist point of view this 
is due to the autonomy each state has to define its policies and legislations – and the 
UNHRC has no influence on this beyond the influence that the Ethiopian 
government grants it. From a neo liberal point of view, the lack of interdependence 
could explain Ethiopia's lack of compliance. Thus, also the weak structure of the 
norm regime can play a role. Therefore, looking at this analysis, the hypothesis 
should be rejected, as it shows that Ethiopia is not - compliant to with the human 
rights even though they are a member of the UNHRC. Thus, the new hypothesis 
should be ‘Ethiopia is non-compliant with human rights law, even though they are a 
member of the United Nations Human Rights Council’. 
  
5.2 Hypothesis 2: The UNHRC and the Committee uses sanctions against 
member states that violates the human rights, because that will stop the 
given state in doing so 
  
In this part of analysis the United Nations Human Rights Council and the Committee 
will be examined, in relation to whether they do or do not sanction member states, as 
Ethiopia, which are violating the human rights. To analyze the data compiled neo 
realism and neo liberalism will be applied. The section will start of analyzing the 
2014 report from the Human Rights Watch in order to provide a picture of the 
situation in Ethiopia. Thereafter the data from the UN will be analysed to state what 
they have done to minimize the violations of human rights in Ethiopia, in order to in 
the end of the analysis, be able to retain or reject the hypothesis that ‘the UNHRC 
and the Committee uses sanctions against countries that violates the human rights, 
because that will stop the given state in doing so’. 
  
In spite of the fact that Ethiopia is a member of the United Nations, and the United 
Nations Human Rights Council the country still violates the human rights, as can be 
seen from the hypothesis testing we just did. 
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According to the 2014 report from the Human Rights Watch, the Ethiopian 
government has strictly restricted the Human Rights as “ […] the rights to freedom of 
expression, association, and peaceful assembly, using repressive laws to constrain 
civil society and independent media, and target individuals with politically motivated 
prosecutions ”. (Human Rights Watch, 2014) Moreover Ethiopia is told by the UN 
that “The State party should revise its legislation to ensure that any limitations on the 
right to freedom of association and assembly are in strict compliance with articles 21 
and 22 of the Covenant, and in particular it should reconsider the funding 
restrictions on local NGOs in the light of the Covenant and it should authorize all 
NGOs to work in the field of human rights. The State party should not discriminate 
against NGOs that have some members who reside outside of its borders” (UN, 2011, 
p.7) In this case, it can be seen that the UN tries to let Ethiopia know what they 
should and should not do, in order to be in accordance with the human rights 
covenant that they signed, as the main aim for the UN at this stage is trying to show 
the members what they should do in order to protect the inhabitants and their 
human rights in the state. In connection to NGOs in states which are non-complying 
to the human rights, Felice D. Gaer, in 1995 wrote an article on the matter, stating 
that states who violates human rights, though having pledged to protect them, tries 
very hard to keep the NGOs from picking up on any violation. 
Knowing that Ethiopia is also violating the human rights regarding 
freedom of association and assembly, Committee states that they “[…] should 
reconsider the funding restrictions on local NGOs in the light of the Covenant and it 
should authorize all NGOs to work in the field of human rights […] should not 
discriminate against NGOs that have some members who reside outside of its 
borders”. (UN, 2011, p. 7) The Ethiopian press have often been critical towards the 
Ethiopian government, and government spends much time on trying to close the 
independent newspapers, which are a point towards where the outside world is very 
critical. (Bawaba, 2014) 
  
Looking at this problem from a neo realist perspective, the state is independent and 
has power to decide on its own. It creates its own strategies, plans and actions to 
fulfilling the country’s needs and desires. In other words, a country such as Ethiopia 
should not necessarily violate the human rights, but it does not however have to take 
them into consideration if it is not in the best interest of the country. (Waltz, 1979) 
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From a neoliberal perspective, one might argue that the structure of the norm regime 
which they have volunteered to be a part of, signing the covenant on the human 
rights, is too weak, in the sense that the measure the institution of UN got to punish 
member state with are weak, and not able to make a difference in the behavior of the 
member state. (Keohane, Nye, 2001) 
The human rights bodies within the UN, the Council and Committee, 
have got very limited working methods and methods of intervening. Even though, the 
Committee is at all times watching the member states, it is not granted permission to 
intervene physically. (UN, 2011)  The Committee and the Council can only grant 
recommendations on what a given member state should or should not do. The UN 
states that the Human Rights Committee and Council should, when a state party 
does not submit their report in time, investigate the country on its own. (UN, 2014, 
p. 3) This works in the way that the Committee and the Council invites themselves to 
come visit the member state in question to observe, though the member state has to 
agree. If the member state declines the invitation, they Council and Committee 
cannot proceed, and will have to go up the chain of command to intervene physically. 
(UN, 2014 (7)) 
 
  
Looking at the situation in the perspective of neo liberalism one could also look at the 
interdependence/dependence that Keohane and Nye discusses. They state that 
interdependence is not evenly balanced and that some states are more dependent 
than others. In this situation it might be worth looking at Ethiopia as a state that 
grants room for many African refugees. In the first eight months of 2013 Ethiopia 
granted 400.000 refugees place at different camps in Ethiopia, taking on a huge task 
for the UN. (UNHCR, 2014) Moreover Ethiopia has a high position within the AU as 
it seats there currently. (Human Rights Watch, 2014) Consequently, it can be seen as 
one of the reasons why the little that can be done, is not done by the Council and the 
Committee. 
  However, from the neo realist perspective, one could argue that the state 
of Ethiopia is just not dependent on anyone, since no state should be so. It is its own 
political entity fighting its own battles in the wars between states, and it should not 
necessarily comply with a set of rules, as that could compromise its sovereignty. 
Therefore the action of Ethiopia, being them not complying with the said rules by the 
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UN, becomes logical, in neo realist terms, as a state is a sovereign unit in the 
anarchical system of international relations, granting another explanation than the 
neo liberals. (Waltz, 1979) 
  
Nonetheless in the report that the UN put forward in 2011, it can be seen that the 
Ethiopian government 17 years earlier should have submitted the conditions for the 
human rights in Ethiopia. (UN, 2011) This shows, when looking from the perspective 
of neo liberalism that they are non-compliant with the norm regime that is put 
forward by the UNHRC, and which Ethiopia has pledged to. Keohane states the 
following about international institutions: ‘they imply obligations, even though these 
obligations are not enforceable through a hierarchical legal system. (Keohane, Nye, 
2001) This becomes interesting here as the UNHRC have not enforced anything upon 
Ethiopia while waiting for them to submit the report of the conditions for the human 
rights in Ethiopia, and this sets question marks as to how much of their absolute 
gains Ethiopia is really willing to give up, to be a part of the norm regime that the 
UNHRC indeed is. However, at the same time, a neo liberalist view on UN as an 
international institution is that it contributes to the formation of peace as well. 
(Keohane, Nye, 2001) However, looking from a neo realist perspective on this 
international organization, the UN, one can argue that on the one hand it can help in 
challenging the continuous power struggle between states, but on the other hand 
they cannot change the anarchical structure of the international system. (Waltz, 
1979) 
In addition to this, the neo realist perspective sees the lack of 
consequences as natural,  due to them viewing international institutions such as the 
UN as ‘a self-help system consisting of states that are autonomous, functionally 
undifferentiated actors each of which must always be prepared to fend for itself’. 
(Waltz, 2013) Therefore, when Ethiopia is not compliant with the regime, as the neo 
liberalist views it, it is due to them fighting for their own position and saying in the 
international system. 
  
Furthermore in Ethiopia, Muslim protests can be analyzed in connection to 
violations of human rights. It is stated that:“ […] against perceived government 
interference in their [the leaders of the protest] religious affairs were met by security 
forces with arbitrary arrests and detentions, beatings, and other mistreatment 
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throughout the year.” (Human Right Watch, 2014) During this protest in July 2012, 
29 protest leader, were arrested and they have been locked up, not able to have 
contact with the public, public media, or family members since January. Moreover, a 
lot of journalists and other members have been convicted on the one hand under the 
country’s unclear Anti-Terrorism Proclamation and on the other hand because of 
excessive force actions and arbitrary detentions of security forces against this protest 
by Muslim communities. As a result, “others convicted under the country’s deeply 
flawed anti terrorism law – including opposition leaders and journalists – remain in 
prison.” (Human Rights Watch, 2014) In general, the human rights violated in this 
case, can be seen as a restriction of freedom of speech for inhabitants, who have a 
different religion than the majority in Ethiopia, because it is known that the country’s 
religion is Christianity. In Ethiopia Muslim religion is about 30% of the country’s 
population, but it has not stopped the Ethiopian government from coming down 
hard on the Muslim community. (Human Rights Watch, 2014) In addition, the above 
case can furthermore be categorized as violation of the freedom of peaceful assembly 
in Ethiopia. 
Moreover a law from 2009, the CSO, decreases the possibilities for the 
Ethiopians to freely express themselves, or be a part of NGOs. (The Ethiopian 
Government, 2009). Since the law was enforced in 2009, many human rights 
activists have fled the country. (Human Rights Watch, 2014). From a neo liberal 
point of view the lack of consequences could not only be explained by the measure 
the UN bodies on human rights have been granted, but it could also be explained by 
the term ‘sensitivity’. This means that a certain amount of time must be granted to a 
state in order for them to adjust their policies and practices to e.g. the human rights, 
and as the report from the UN is from 2011, one could argue that Ethiopia just need 
more time to incorporate the human rights into their system of practice. In neo 
realist terms though, the argument differs in the sense that it has not to do with 
‘sensitivity’, it has to do with Ethiopia deciding for themselves what kind of policies 
they wish to incorporate and which they do not, as it is just natural for a state not to 
comply just to comply, as it must weigh its sovereignty up against the levels of gains 
it can retains.. (Waltz, 1979) 
  
Thus, it is clear in this situation that the non-compliance of Ethiopia results in no 
consequences, it is a part whole game, where everybody must weigh their chances at 
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absolute gains, and both the UN and Ethiopia must have weighed their gains. For 
Ethiopia not complying was best for themselves, while the UN must have weighed 
that what they can gain from not intervening or not grant consequences raises their 
gains, as oppose to them granting consequences, in the international system. 
  
Conclusively, it can be seen from this analysis that the Council and the Committee 
does not physically intervene or use any sanctions when member states violate the 
human rights. This might be due to them having to send an invitation for visiting 
Ethiopia to observe the human rights and how they are being implemented, and 
when wanting to physically intervene they have to go through the chain of command 
to the Security Council. 
From a neo realist point of view it is due to the structure of the 
international system being anarchical, and thus making the states independent and 
decisive on their own. The neo liberal point however, is leaning more towards on 
explanation of a ‘weak’ structure of the system, where the UN is not able to intervene 
when member states are non-compliant. However,  it will be taken up in the 
discussion, how one could perceive intervention. 
Moreover, it is clear that the criticism that has been against Ethiopia 
does not have any consequences for them. For neo liberalists the main reason for the 
criticism not having any consequences lays within the structure of the UN and the 
norm regimes established here. A system where there can be a trade-off between the 
wrongs and the rights done by a state, as Ethiopia. Moreover it can also be due to the 
fact that the UN might be more dependent on Ethiopia to e.g. take care of refugees, 
than Ethiopia is dependent on the UN.    
The neo realists explanation is based on the perception that states are an individual 
unit that does not have to comply with other rules and regulation than those put 
forward by themselves, thus of course the criticism has no consequence. 
  
As a result, looking at this analysis, the hypothesis should be rejected, and the new 
hypothesis should be ‘UNHRC and the Committee do not use sanctions against 
member states, which are violating the human right to stop them from doing so’. 
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6.0 Discussion 
 
This chapter will hold a discussion of the strengths and weaknesses of the analysis, 
and discuss other relevant points, which not necessarily is a part of the problem area. 
 
First of all as mentioned in Problem Area, the United Nations is known as the 
international organization, which have the main aim to improve international peace 
and security, to try to develop friendly relationship between nations and to 
promoting social progress for example better living standard and the human rights. 
(UN, 2014 (1)) 
However, looking at the analysis of the second hypothesis, it can be seen that 
the UN does not use any sanctions against the member states regarding violations of 
the human rights. This is because the UN bodies which are working with human 
right, do not have this authority. The methods for them is to sent out an invitation to 
a state which they suspect have violated the human rights. This state has to  accept 
this, in order for the Council and the Committee to go there and observe. This 
methods stands in some contrast to what Kofi Annan said in 2006 when the Council 
was founded: “A new era in the human rights work of the United Nations has been 
proclaimed”. (Terlingen, 2007) 
The Council was founded as a new body to replace the Commission, which 
through time had been accused of not doing its job probably. The criticism came 
from NGOs, criticising that the five permanent member states in the Security Council 
virtually never adopted resolutions regarding e.g. Guantanamo Bay or the human 
rights violations documented in Tibet. (Terlingen, 2007) 
 Nevertheless, looking at the reports from UN, they are continually making 
reports on what member states should or should not do, being aware of what is going 
on, but the methods of the Committee and Council are so limited that progress 
coming from the UN-side seems utopian. One could argue that other states than 
Ethiopia have signed the covenant on human rights, and have gotten away with 
violating it anyway, which brings up a whole new debate on, how valid the human 
rights bodies are and how much effort a state should put into implementing the 
human rights in their domestic policy framework. 
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On the neo liberalist point of view, the UN does not use any sanctions because they 
do not see violators of the human rights as a risk for the regime, because the main 
point is that they want to reduce the risk of conflict and the United Nations as the 
international organization is seen as the organization which seek to preserve peace 
and security and also protect the human rights. By not sanctioning the UN might 
gain something in the short run, as with Ethiopia e.g. takes in a lot of refugees and is 
seen as the main contributor to peace in the Horn of Africa. (UNCHR, 2014)  
However, at the same time, the neo realist view here is more state-centric. The 
state is on its own able to pursue what it thinks is best. In the case of Ethiopia, the 
government might have thought that non-compliance is better, and will improve 
their gains. As well as the UN might have thought that not using any sanctions might 
raise their gains as oppose to intervening. 
 
Another aspect of the UN, human rights and member states is interdependence, 
which was also taken up in the analysis. Martin Scheinin wrote an article in 2006 on 
the same matter, stating that the covenant and the work the human rights bodies are 
doing, should enhance interdependence. (Scheinin, 2006) This however, is not what 
can be seen from our analysis. It does not seem like the member states are dependent 
on the UN, as much as the UN are on them. More it seems as that the interstate 
relationships matters, and that is likely because the UN is comprised mainly by 
member states.  
 
However, there is no doubt, clinging on to either the neo realist or neo liberal notion 
that the human rights are violated and that there might be long term consequences 
not dealt with yet. However we might have to step outside the theories to look at the 
consequences that the approach and method of the Council and Committee, as 
Ethiopia is not the only case, where a member of the UNHRC is violating human 
rights - e.g. China is also a known violation of the human rights. (Human Rights 
Watch, 2013) 
 
But there might be long term consequences from the approach that the UN and the 
human rights bodies are using. Firstly, it could be that the UN will not be able to 
control who is violating the Human Right or how to stop it. Already at this point, it 
seems that the process is long, dragging up to 17 years, without any consequences, 
 44 
and the workload seems too heavy for these two bodies, as the Committee at the 
moment has 108 pending invitations. (UN, 2014 (7)) 
Stepping outside the theories, some of the long term consequences need to be 
dealt with at some point. On the other hand, one could argue that because of political 
and economic agreements between different countries, it will make it less likely that 
the UN will intervene physically or sanction any states for violating the human rights, 
as one should remember - it is the countries that make up the UN, and they are also a 
part of the control of the situations and interventions that the UN participate in.  
Furthermore, it has to be examined from the UNHRC, the Committee and the 
UN point of view, how they understand intervention, as it is very important to know 
what this international organization could do in order for their work to be recognised 
as intervening into member states. However, at the same time, the member states 
might understand all the reports from UN as them intervening enough in order to 
stop violated the human rights. As a result, there can be different points from the two 
different views on how to understand intervention and sanction, but looking at the 
analysis it can be claimed that UN is not using sanctions or physical interventions in 
order to stop member states from violating the human rights.  
However, there are other factors that might determine why the UN is not 
sanctioning, or intervening. This was laid out in the chapter of the background on 
Ethiopia. Not only do they have strong ties to the U.S. being business partners, but 
they are also seen as main contributors to the peace and security in the Horn of 
Africa. It is no secret that the U.S. has great power, and that they are less dependent 
on the UN, than the UN are of them. Therefore the U.S.s relationship with Ethiopia 
plays a role in how the UN acts around them.   
 
To analyse this case one could have used intervention theory. A theory that 
specifically is used to explain situations as the one we see with Ethiopia and the UN. 
Looking briefly at intervention theory, it can be seen that this theory is used in social 
science studies and also social policy to refer to the decision making problems of 
intervening effectively in a situation in order to secure the desired outcomes. 
Moreover, the theory claims the question of when it is desirable not to intervene and 
when it is appropriate to do so. In addition, this theory also examines the 
effectiveness of different types of intervention e.g. child protection, which is also a 
part of the human rights. The theory is very close to the human rights and at the 
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same time, it could explain the method and proceeding  of the UN in cases of violated 
human rights. (Argyris, 1970) 
 
Another point one could discuss in relation to the analysis is the neo liberal notion of 
sensitivity and vulnerability. Sensitivity refers to responsiveness within a given 
framework of policies - here the human rights. Keohane and Nye suggests that a 
policy framework does not change often, because it takes so much time and effort. 
This is also evident when looking how the UN through the Council and Committee of 
Human Rights tries, still, after so many years, to change policies within different 
countries so that it complies with the covenant. They also suggests that it comes 
down to how quickly one country changing a policy will affect another. And here we 
must look at the UN, because even though some countries live up to the standard of 
the human rights, some countries do not, and in the case of Ethiopia it does not seem 
like that their relation with the U.S. or the UN adjusts their policy framework. 
 Thus it seems that vulnerability becomes a relevant factor to look at 
vulnerability having to do with the costs left after complying or not complying. When 
it comes to Ethiopia it seems that the costs left by not complying is not as big as by 
complying. 
  
If we step outside the theories and look at the findings - they are all pointing in the 
direction of Ethiopia being non-compliant, though they signed up themselves for the 
covenant and thereby also the Human Rights. However one could argue that the 
theories used, being Western, might not fit time and place, as Ethiopia is not a 
Western country. The UN, most certainly being a body based on Western values and 
ideas, might also be an ill fit for some countries to be a part of. The human rights and 
the covenant signed by Ethiopia and the rest of the member states, are based on 
Western thinking patterns and ideas. The non compliance by a state as Ethiopia 
might have to do with the difference in thoughts about different subjects as e.g. 
freedom of speech or womens rights. That is something the theories does not take 
into consideration. However a good point on the theories is that they look at the 
institutions as something that all states can be a part of, all have the opportunity to 
join, which to some degree equalises the member states (however neo liberalists do 
acknowledge that in a relationship there will always be one actor having more power 
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than the other). This enables one to, when analysing, argue that all member states 
did know what they signed up for, and should be aware of that. 
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7.0 Conclusion 
 
In the following we will assess our findings, our analysis and discussion, to be able to 
conclude on our problem statement: “When looking at Ethiopia, as a case, how does 
the UN proceed in case of human rights violations and why?”. 
  
From the analysis it is clear that Ethiopia is not compliant with human rights, and 
that this has been going on for some time. Through the perspective of our two 
theories we can conclude that the non-compliance with the human rights could be to 
due with numerous factors. Firstly, it could be due to the anarchical structure of the 
international system, which grant power to each unit, each state, and therefore 
Ethiopia holds power as an independent state, in neo realist terms. Secondly it could 
be due to a weak structure within the norm regime that the human rights might be 
viewed as, in neo liberal terms. Thirdly, and also in neo liberal terms, it could be due 
to lack of interdependence. That the UN is more dependent on Ethiopia securing 
peace and helping refugees in the region, than Ethiopia is dependent on the UN.  
 
However, when it is established that a member state is violating the human 
rights, how does the UN proceed? First of all, the UN is delegating the work on 
human rights to the Human Rights Council and the Human Rights Committee. They 
are responsible for keeping up the work with human rights. Every fourth year the 
Committee demands a report from every state party, on how the implementation on 
human rights are proceeding. This is done in order to stop the member states from 
violating human rights. However, the UN does not use any form of sanctioning 
against the member states at this level, where it is only the Council and Committee 
that deals with this. Their methods are to write reports on ‘concluding observations’, 
and in severe cases where the reports are not submitted, they claim that they will 
invite themselves to the given member state, who then has to agree on the Council 
and the Committee visiting to observe. Even though the EHRCO have been harassed 
by the Ethiopian government through times, as they try to help enhance the human 
rights within Ethiopia, and Ethiopia submitted their latest report on human rights 17 
years later than allowed, though knowing that they have to hand it in every fourth 
year, no action was taken by the U.  
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However in 2012 Ethiopia was granted a seat in the United Nations Human 
Rights Council. To get a seat here it is stated that when states are elected for the 
Human Rights Council the General Assembly “[…] takes into account the candidate 
States’ contribution to the promotion and protection of human rights, as well as their 
voluntary pledges and commitments in this regard”. (UN, 2014) 
 
Looking at the procedures within the UN when it comes to member states violating 
the human rights, neo liberalism and neo realism provides two different pictures. 
Neo realism adheres to a more state-centric view - that Ethiopia is acting on its own 
for its own benefits, not leaving much significance for the UN. This lack of 
significance of the UN in neo realists terms has to with them not viewing 
international organisations as significant as the neo liberalists. Neo liberalists, 
however,  puts a lot of significance into the international institutions, such as the UN. 
The argument from the neo liberal view on why the UN proceeds as it does has to do 
with the structure of the norm regime that they are the main agenda setter for. The 
human rights regime should be seen in light of the member states of the UN, and the 
individual relationship they have. In this case, Ethiopia and the U.S. are closely allied 
to maintain peace and security in the region of the Horn of Africa, as well as keeping 
down terrorism as much as possible. Moreover the U.S. has, as the hegemon, 
immense power within the UN, which can have influence on how the UN is reacting 
to Ethiopia with the measures they have. Furthermore Ethiopia is also seen from the 
UN perspective as a great help with refugees in the region, and thus the UN might 
hold back on the criticism and intervention, as they depend on Ethiopia. 
 Thus, it seems like neo liberalism is the most suitable theory to explain 
how and why the UN proceeds as they do. However, neo realism covers areas of the 
international scene that neo liberalists do not, being more state-centric. Neo 
liberalism as can be seen throughout this research is able to explain in much more 
depth why the UN and Ethiopia are acting as they are. Focusing on interdependence, 
power and structure of norm regimes, whereas the neo realists view focusing mainly 
on the states is limited in explaining the actions/inactions of the UN.  
 
Though our findings are not adequate to conclude that this is how the UN will always 
proceed in cases of human rights violations by its member states, we believe that we 
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have, by using Ethiopia as an example, come close to understanding how the UN 
functions and proceed, and why. 
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